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University Courses in Accounting
V
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA

By W. K. Newton
About a year ago it was decided at the university of Oklahoma
that the results attained in the first courses in accounting were
unsatisfactory. Too many students were making failing or
conditional grades, due either to incomplete outside assignments
or to ill-prepared practice sets, and entirely too many were failing
in the advanced courses in accounting. Something had to be
done and it was decided to use supervised laboratory for at least
a portion of the exercise and practice sets. Before making a
complete change in methods, Dr. A. B. Adams, dean of the
school of business, appointed a committee to investigate methods,
credits, etc., in accounting of representative schools throughout
the country. The committee prepared a questionnaire and sent
it to fifty-two colleges and universities.
Of the thirty-six schools reporting, fifteen were actually using
some form of supervised laboratory for the beginning courses in
accounting. Eight other schools had a modified form of super
vised laboratory or would have, being prevented only by lack of
facilities or teaching force. Two schools were devoting an hour
a week for a quiz, the effect of which was similar to a supervised
laboratory. Several mixed methods were used in both the first
and advanced courses. A few schools did not use laboratory
work of any description in any of the courses.
Only a few schools used the supervised laboratory in advanced
accounting, and the majority did not use it at all in the higher
specialized courses.
The answers to the questionnaire clearly reveal that the
tendency is toward supervised laboratory in the first courses.
For the advanced and the special courses there is more or less
variety of methods used, but in general there is little supervised
laboratory required.
Here at Oklahoma we are of the opinion that the variety of
methods used in the first courses is too great. We believe that
some form of laboratory with a measure of supervision is almost
necessary to the successful teaching of the first courses. There
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are three main reasons why this is true: In the first place, the
trend or tendency as stated above is distinctly toward supervision.
In the second place the very nature and content of the courses
demand it. And in the third place, we find that supervised
laboratory for the past year has been successful here.
It is generally recognized that accounting courses, whether
beginning or advanced, should never be given purely as theory
courses. Theories that cannot stand tests of practical applica
tion have little place in a text-book of accounting. Not only
should the practical side not be overlooked, but it should con
stitute a large part of the course. Nor is it necessary to develop
bookkeepers, as perhaps the commercial colleges do, but enough
of the practical work should be given to teach the student that
the names of ledger, journal, account, etc., are more than mere
abstractions. A good practice set generally suffices for much of
the first course, if an actual set of books cannot be kept.
We have observed fewer failures since requiring supervised
laboratory. In most schools of business, the first course is a
required part of the curriculum. So, regardless of the aims of the
school and the abilities of instructors in charge, students take
the beginning accounting courses because of the requirements;
otherwise they might not elect accounting. Some, of course,
take accounting because they expect to pursue the work after
graduation.
With this variety of students, perhaps the one best procedure
is not known. We have found that a close supervision of labora
tory work has eliminated many each semester who would other
wise drag along and finally fail or make a very poor showing.
Supervised laboratory prevents the student from depending upon
his friend or brother, and is a means of getting work from the
student that could not otherwise be secured. The work is done
progressively in the presence of an instructor. The student gets
more from the lectures of the instructor than he would if he
were permitted to work in spurts. The instructor will soon
discover the particular weaknesses of each student, and he can
aid each by follow-up or review exercises and lectures.
Our students are now making a higher average in all accounting
classes where there is supervised laboratory. Regular schedules
keep them from letting the work accumulate, and the time-worn
custom of cramming is chiefly avoided. They pass as they go or
they fail, and there is no need of cramming. Very few students
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complain of grades, since grading is more accurate, and few
students dislike the laboratory.
There are several reasons why there should be more uniformity
in credit hours for accounting courses. The transfer of credits
from one institution to another by undergraduates would be
greatly facilitated. There would be little lost credit and little
overlapping of subjects. A student would be able to pursue
undergraduate work at one institution with a definite plan in
mind to take the final year at another school, and yet have few
overlapping credits.
Again, uniformity will assist in standardizing the accounting
curricula of schools of business. Certain schools should not
give more credit for certain subjects than do others; the credit
and the work should be the same. Cost accounting should be
cost accounting wherever found, and the same should be true of
other special courses as well as the regular first and advanced
courses.
Standardization would be of prime importance to the various
state boards of accountancy and to the American Institute of
Accountants, since ratings would be more easily determined.
Reciprocity between boards where scholastic requirements have
to be met would be facilitated, and ultimately it would mean
more uniformity in board examinations.
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